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AESTRACT 

This exploratory study involving: 108 didteaqeaanked 
a eautiGiked effects of equivocation, order of agreeable and 
disagreeable issues, source credibility, and time on the receiver's 
agreement with and recall of messages. Results indicated that both 
equivocated messages and high-credibility sources produced. 
significantly more agreement. Recall was significantly better for 
clearly stated issuesethan. for equivocated disagreeable issues, and 
it was better immediately following exposure to the sessage than it 
was two weeks later. Results were discussed in terms of information 
processing theory, focusing on the relationship- between the affective 
domain and the cognitive domain. (Author/AA) j ae 
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_. EQUIVOCATION: HOW DOES IT AFFECT RECEIVER AGFEEMENT AND RECALL 


Perhaps the most commonly accepted principle of rhetorical investi- 
gations is the contention that. if a speaker is to be successful he mst 
identify the nature of his. audience and adapt his message to-that audi- 
ence. Aristotle was unequivocal in his claim that effective persuasion A 
was ultimately dependent on a comprehensive investigation of the audience a 
_and the arguments, and from this invention would eninge the potential for 
persuasion. Discovering "all the svaltebielneina of persuasion" is a 
maxim underst@od by the successful persuader and:a principle of persuasion | 
which has maintained the endorsement of rhetorical theory since the clas- | o 
sical period... oar ; 

An apparent contradiction energes, Royever, if we accept the’ pro- 
position that the sneaker should always adapt his speech to the audience 
and at the same time call for a’ style which is always straightforward, _ ‘ 
addressing all issues clearly, Are we to assume that there is no situation 
where the speaker's analysis of the audience might indicate that the most — 
effective strategy would be to encode a very vague messace? Contemporary a 
speech texts do not shed much insight on iis issue since they typically 
prescribe that a good speech is one which avoids all forms of vagueness | 
and. ejicits within the receiver i that are poe and congru- 
ent with"what the source had in mind. Fof example, Scheidel (1972) con- 
tends that "you should try tp use concrete ai snacittc tems rather than» ie 
abstract and general ones" (p. 321), and Pace and ‘Boren (1973) suggest that 
we should "strive to present messages that facilitate immediate, maximum 
information-acquisition, information-storage, and information-retrieval 


by the hearers" (p. 155), 


' vords contain - 
bad, vagueness, li 


/ comunication. The use, of deliberate vaguenegs might ig as an effective 


‘is rathér ormmaon Within the political arena of commmication, equivoca- 


_ the use of s)nbols so that different constit uent Siissa may derive dif- 


Alsgon ( 1964) also contends that there are certain contexts where it is 
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sata thou message ‘vagueness has been a subject of| ‘considerable 
criticisn, there are a variety, of nisunderstandings sufrounding the issue 
of message equivocation which need: to ‘be considered, First, we should 

t equate vagueness with untruthfulness. To enanae a wae message fs 
not necessarily to encode a lie or untruthfi statement. Indeed vagueness 
is not even a nect sssary condition for tying to occur, since most lies eX-. 


eir referents. - Second, it should be realized tha Pa 


plicitly- identify 


\ 


depree of vagueness, and instead of being inherently” 

rhetoric, appears to be. an amoral means which can be 
applies to produce ‘different ends Finally, we _— confuse 
the use of vagueness| in STETALAG speaking with vagueness in  PEsBURSIVE 
\preaking. In those! Cammdicatton coe where the emphasis is strict- 
ly on the efficient mission of bits of information from point one to 
point two it does rot make any sense to purposefully encode a vague mes- 
sage. In this situation the traditional plea for absolute clarity is 
well taken; however, 4 problem arises when we apply this principle indis- 
crininately to all forms of communication, particularly to persuasive 
rhetorical strategy. ¢ . 

When we consider the practical dimensions of, public persuasion, we 


a become avare of the fact that deliberately obscuring verbal meaning 


i 
Lio is a veld established practice, and Gerbner goés so far as to say 
that "it is a political necessity to engage in calculated abiguity it) 


ferent types of gratification from the symbol" (Thayer, 1967,-p. 477). 


¢ ‘ . 
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better to use vague rather than lie tems, and he cites politics asa 

prine exanple. Politicians and diplomats ‘have practiced ‘the art of equivo- 

cation for centuries, for they nave found that success in politics often. 

eae on keeping the opposition guessing and in leaving gpen a wide range | 2 
of een The question is not whether a diplomat ‘should use pur- 

sasabaily vague language; rather, can n he afford not to. — ae | : 


The discussion presented above ioe to an interesting question 


2 


concerning the sélection of the most effective persuasive strategy. That 
is, what \should a speaker do when he knows that the audience he must address 


is hetero jeneous and a significant - portion of the sufiente | “openly or per 

tly disagrees with him on certain issues? Given this situa- 

, are at least four options oben. to the. speaker. Perhans the 
simplest anelua ‘to the problem would be to dvoid confrontation and 
misunderstanding altogether by not ‘even addressing the audience. Another 
possibjlity: would be tb give. the speech but to ignore completely all ‘ | 
issues which hold the potential for disagreenent@ These two approaches, ; 

&:- commonly used and are often effective; however, they are rather limited — 
in their aplication. In the’ political arena, where this strategy dilem- 
ma typically occurs, ‘public officials are expected to make public anpeai= 
pies and deal with the important issues ers their constituents. 
to constantly avoid the issues would be a dereliction of political ré- 
sponsibility and evoke criticism from the voters. . 

A third possihie strategy would be for the Speaker to take the advice ' : 
of many sreezh texts and clearly address all issues, completely unfolding 

rhe dat teac tna of his position regardless of the nature of the audience. 

But this approach wind qsobably be disastrous since it would likely. alien- 

ate many in the audience, encourage hostility. from some, and possibly con- 


tribute to a loss|in speaker credibility. 
ko oy 


Afourth alteriative for. the speaker acdrassing a disagreeing audience 
- would be ‘to use deliberate vagueness, i. e., to address those issues which 
he feels are acceptable to the audience and to equivocate those issues with 
Which they disagree. This strategy should not be viewed as a persuasive | 
device designed to produce attitude change in the audience. Instead it is 
~ best. viewed sae stalling stratesy which at best would slightly improve 
the status of the sneaker, and at worst prevent a loss in credibility ins 
aintain an uncormitted audience predisnosition. Equivocation might pos- . 
_sibly avoid the creation’ of initial nepative midience responses which could 
“denage future persuasive-attermts where the speaker would have to overcome 
the handicap of the previous ‘speaking vent, By using equivocation, the 
speaker should be better Reseicad for subsequent versuasive encounters, 
-. . sarhane nore personal in nature, wMere the issues may be presented in 
| -clearer detail and where the listener is confronted on more of a one-to- 
.one basis. | 
' Very little research has been directed toward better understanding 
the use of deliberate vagueness, but the available research does look 


pronising. In a rietorical case study of Prime “finister Gladgtone' Ss 


‘ anc ‘Ling of the! Irish home rule debates in 1886 in the British House of 
“camtins, Hufford (1962) discovered that Gladstone's vacueness dishaae- 
the camaign was profitable to his cause and produced no detrimental 
effects on society.’ In terms of empirical studies, Samovar (1962) in- 

Y vestigatéd the: 1969 Nixon-Kennedy debates afd found that vasue messafes 
‘ produced rere > different’ interpretations than clear messages and that vague 
| messages were oe distorted by the receiver in ee with his own ° _v 


attiqude: Zimbardo (1960), analyzing the assinilation of equivocated mes- 


sages, found that subjects Who had a positive attitude toward the topic 
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under evaluation judged the vague sentences as more favorable than those 


who had a negative attitude. More Eecennay Coss and Williams (1973) found 


that equivocating issues with which the sai kage disapreed could positives’ | 


ly effect the speaker" Ss character ratings but that equivocation had no sig- 


| 


nificant effect on competence ratings. Additional, research by Williams and 


Goss (1975) replicated’ these ftivtines for character and competence ratings 


-of the speaker as well as discovered’ that even though a message which con- 


tained equivocition was perceived as more vague than a clearly stated -mes* 


id 


sage, this perception did not -have a: negative effect-on their agreement 
with the message. It is theorized Ghat equivocation tends to suppress 
incongruent meanings so that the listener calls up only congruent oan! 
tations, thus increasing the probability for more ee ang higher 


perceptions of credibility. Y 
A 
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The present study is another attempt to hetter cndbpstana the effects 
of equivocation, specifically on apreenent with the message and recalljof 
‘tha'message. Looking ety at the sinpular effect of clear versus equivo- 
cated messahes assumes ‘a rather simple model of commmication, however , 
an’ it fails to “int tegrate the more i ac Tealities of human behavior: 
Indood, it goes acainst the trend in contemporary attitude research which 
McGuire (1969) indicates has shifted. in recent years to formulating and 
testing interact ion hypotheses aha of looking merely at main effects, 
It is for this reason' that the aidittional independent variables of source 
credibility, order of dreeuritation of agreeable and eer ee issues, 


and time vill be investigated along with messace aceeeentions A.variety 


of interesting questions emerge when we “consider these potential interaction 


effects on agreement with the messasea For example, are equivocated mes- 
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ae xv ahs = 


sees beneficial only to high credible sources or does it also onerate toy~-- 
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the advantase of a low credible source? Is the receiver Nore disposed - | 
toward assimilating equivocated issues if they are presented in an agrees | 
disagree order or if they are presented in a disagree-agree bila? Does: 


¥ . ; 4 
an equivocated messase nroduce more azreement piimediately after exposure | 


_to the messace, does it have a long-term effect, or is it equally effective) 
immediately after” exposure as.well as after the nassing of time? rd 
In terms of recall of the message, there is the possibility that 

equivocated nessaces could be nore difficult to recall, than clearly stated / 
Mmessaves since they do not provide specific cues which the receiver can | 
tas for subsequent retrieval . This would tend ‘to facilitate oreater or- 
setting. Like attitude research, however, the most interesting questions 

in terms of receiver recall probably are tose involving the interaction of 


multiple indenendent variables, put unlike attitude researgi, ‘there is 


no indication that source credibility” produces more recall of the messape 
(Johnson, Torcivia, and Ponrick, 1968; Singer, 1969). 

In an effort to address these questions and to gain a better under- 

tanding ‘of the SE pORRGEE effécts of equivocation as well as how it-in- 


a 


teracts With other independent a to create “differences in acree- 


met and recall, the following hynothesés were tested: , 9./ 
: , F hm ff / 
Hl: An equivocated message will produce significantly more f 
, agreement than will a clear message. cy, ‘ 
2: An equivocated message will. produce signiPicantiy: ‘less 
recall of the disagreeable information than will a clear 
messa7e. ve 
13: There will be a sipnificant interaction between the decree of 
TyeSSaER vasueness, message order, time, and source credibil ay i. 
"a _ * wien receiver acreerient is measured. a 


* 

H4: There will be a significant interaction between the degree of 
message vagueness, message order, and .time when receiver 

recall i$ measured, 


* 
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ey Method 
. " c «*, 
"Subjects. A total of 155 undergraduate students enrolled in the speech 
commmication course at the University of Oklahoma served as subjects in the 
experimental manipulation. “Subjects were randomly assigned to the yatiene 
treatment conditions. . | ‘ . 
Design. A four-factor mixed design with one repeated ened 
(2. 2k 3 x 2) was employed in this study. Hessape vagueness, order of 
apree-disapree issues, and source credibility were the fixed independent 
factors, while time served as the repeated factor. The effects of these 


indenendent factors were assessed individually on-receiver agreement and - 


recall of the equivocated issues. 


Independent Variables. Before the manipulation of treatment conditions 


a pilot study employing 97 additional students from the speech communica - 
tion Sule duate in order to determine a salient topic for the subject 
sesh issues on that topic which were agreeable and disagreeable, 
clear 2s well as vague eticodings of the disapreeable issues, and sources of 
high and low credibility. Of the five contemporary topics tested, "What 
should be included in a liberal college education?" proved to be the most 
Saliert. After considering 13 issues related to what shoyld be included 
in a liberal ccilope education, — issues were found to be consistently 
more agreeable than the others and three issues were found to be consistently 
more disagreeable. Students felt that social science courses, ethnic 
stidies courses, and mathematics should be included, whereas A-F grading, 
required courses ,. and foreim lanpuage courses should not be included in 
a liberal education. 

Two messages were created -- a clearly stated messape ‘and “a equivocated 
_messare. The Clear message advocated that all six of the issues presented : 
above should be included in a liberal college education; therefore, this 


. messape was congruent with the students’ attitudes on the first thrée issues 
K 4 9 


oa 4 \ 
_ | ; \ - , 
but inconpruent with their attitudes on the latter three. the equivocated 
neasane clearly advocated ‘the first’ three issues which were amet with 


‘the dudience, but oop vocated the latter three issues. witich are known to 


be disagreeable to ‘the audience. Instead of arguing that's 


be graded on an A-F rrading scale," the equivocated statenent was that 
‘students should ‘be evaluated by some Aysrenae se pradine stale, iN Instead 
of sayine that "students should follow a strict schedule of 
the equivocated nessape” read that "students should be encourape | to follow 
. a degree program which has been designed by professional educat rs." 
Finally, in place of "students should take foreign language 


French, Spanish, and German," the equivocated message stated 
other countries.'' Following each of the six issues, there was a brief 


should be SEE ina liberal education. 


The Hii piece a ‘iormieian pained vest ‘the pilot study 


nares of individuals who were ‘perceived as being high or low inc dibility. | 


After considering six sources it was discovered that Dr. Paul Sha 
(president of the University of Oklahoma) was perceivéd as a high credible 
source and Curtis sane attorney for Oklahoma County) W. 
perceived as a low credible source. 


The order of agree - disapree issues was operationally defined 


\ 


‘abesentind half of the subjects with the three agreeable issues first 
followed by the three disagreeable ; issues " (apree-disapree order) or 
presenting the three disagreeable issues first followed by the three 
agreeable issues eer apree order). The final independent factor 

was the repeated measure of time. It was defined as measurement immediately 
following the treatment condition and measuremerit approximately two weeks 
later. : | 10 | 


ired courses," 


Pependent Variables. To.r@asuire receiver arreement, five bipolar 
semantic GLEre Tens LAb“eype scales were used, The binvolar scfles were : 


stronely agree - strony disaeree) right-wrong, nositive-nepative, pood- bad, 


and.wise- foolish. Each scale ranged from 1 to 7, and since the sum of. the i 


five sceles was used as the acreement measure® the notential rane of the 


scale was fror 5 (indicating low jacreement) to 35 (indicating hiph apreement) . s 
Two separate measures of rec ‘iver recall were used--nunber of disacreeable 
. issues recajled and the quality o _ disagreeable issues recalled. The 
number of disasreeable issues recalled was simply the sum of disarreeable 


issuese each.subject could recall ithet in the equivocated or clearly 
‘stated form depending on which condition he received., Since there-were three 
disagreeable issues in each messace, ‘the potential score on this index of. 
fecal was from 9 to 3. The quality of disapreeahle issues fecstded was F . 
measured .by évaluating each disasreenble issue ona scale rarieing from 0 
(indicating ng recall of the issue) to 5 fa eeu verbatum recall of the *% 
issue). Scores were summed across the three disapreeable issues, thus 
creating a aunty of recall scale rangine from 9 to 15. i 
Procedures. The stucy was administered in two parts. At the first 
session, one of 12 different booklets was randomly distributed to the 
su: jectss The bocklets contained: (1) an introduction to the study 
which was posed as a student survey on what should be included in a liberal 
colleve educction, (2) the identification.of a hich credible ceases ; 
(I, Paul Sharp), low credible source (Curtis Harris), ee an unidentified - 
‘oner: and a brief statement about the sae. and (3) the messare where 
disagreeable issues were clearly stated or equivocated and where the order 
of the issues was either Spree disagree or disagree-apree. After allowing 
bnproxtnaxely five minutes for the subjects to read throurh the booklet and j 
ee become familiar with the message, atl booklets were collected. Sheets 
containing the dependent variables were then distributed and subjects were . 


11. 
gsked to indicate their agreement with ne message as wel] as recall as nary ng 


1N. 


at 


of. the issues presented in the messare as sth could. As a eee 3 


check, subjects were also Bee 3 to cormlete a seven point’ sdvantie 
-differential- -tyne scale usine vasue- <enetitic as Binet adiectives, 
pen a score of 7 putea En? that fhe staterent was nerceived as beinr 
P greci FES hy 
In acdition to these exerimental conditions, a boollet designed 

to assess the subjects’ evaluation of the crecibility of Dr. Paul ° 
Sharp and Curtis Harris on the tonic what should be ineludet ina 
‘liberal college education was randomly distributed to subienee, Vsine 
seven noint serantic differential- -tyne scales, intellicent- -unintellicent , . 
quatified- ungual (ieds and competent - incompetent were the bipolar 
" scales used to measure cormetence. Good-bad, reliable-unreliable, and 
just -unjust ee the binolar scales used to measure character. Fach 

of the credibility scales had a potential rance from 3 to 21, a low 

score indication, low credibility. . 9 

The second session cormencet aonciclantelty two weeks later 
(either 13 or 14 days after the initial testing). All subjects were 
apain asked to fill dut the agreenent measure and to recall all the 
issues ,they could which-were presented in ee niessage they had pre: 
viously heard on what seats he. Included § in a liberal college ecication.. 
Statistical Analysis. The data were aidiyond using an analysis of 

variance for three fixed independent factors and one reneate? factor 
(Winer, 1971, pp. 559-571). To achieve equal cell size, subjects were 
ran‘lonily removed fron experimental eonditions until there were 9 sub-" 
jects per cell, us: Poe a,total of 108 subjects used in the final 
“analysis. (ietava: Terovineg extra subiects from: ‘the various conditions, 
each of the 12 exnerinental rrouns contained a minimm of b) subjects \ 
and a maximm of 11 subjects. ) Differences were crnsigene significant 
‘at the .95 level of significance. 


ca 8 oe: 
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Results 


Manipulation Check, An analysis of the results indicated that both 


source credibility and the perceived vagueness of the message were success~ | 


fully nanimiated, sine only wiose subjects assigned ‘the task of assessing — 


" the credibility, of the sources, a t test was rm in. order to determine the 
differences between the high and low credible sources, Dr. Paul Sharp & 
‘= 18,30) was: nerceived as. significantly higher in competence than Curtis . 
Rives (X=7, 35) (19, 343 dé=18;n'<. 001). The same. nattern held for the. 
character dimension. where Sharp (X46 .75).(t=9. 603 df=18: p< 001). In addi- 
tion, the analysis of vandaticg for the- nerceived vagueness of the ‘peasane j 
_tevealed that the ae messace (Res, 38) was simificantly wre clear than 
the equivocated message (Res, 51) (F=9,73; a1/%6, p< 1). | 

So as to insure. an objective and valid measure of quality of- recall, 
three judces independently scored the subjects! recall. of each of" the dis- 
asreeahle issues in hoth the clear and equivocated conditions. Inter-judge 


‘reliabilities ranged from 879 to'.974, arith a mean. inter-judpe reliability . 
“of 928. 


t's 


- Hypothestzed Findings. Of the four hypotheses tested in this study, 
one was confirmed, oe was partially sumported, and two were not confirmed. 
‘With regard to Hypothesis 1 ‘(see Ammendix, Tables, 1 § 2), the Prayoates 


; ressage (22.39) produced significantly more apreement than the clear mes- 


sare: el. "0. “tren, x df=1/96; p< .901). Hypothesis 2 was supported in 


- terms of the quality of disageeable issues recalled but ‘not confirmed with 


reeard ‘es the nurber of disagreeable issues recalled (see Anpendix, Tables 
3; 4, S &.6). The quality of recall of the equivocated messares (X=3. 55) 
_ was: + snificmtly worse than the > ality of recall of the clearly stated 


« 
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2 disapreeable issues (X=4..87) (Fe8,97; df=1/96;"p< eH}, For the nurher. of 


disagreeable issues recalled, Significance was amroached but not quite 


achieved (Ret, 89; df=1/96; p< .N6), Analysis of the mean scores did indicate, 


however , that fevieie equivocated issues (X=1. 77) were toiled than clearly 
Stated disarreeahic issues (X22: nay: | | | 
"Hypothesis 3 nredicted that’the depree of message varueness , messape_ 
“order, tine, and source credibility would interact to affect agreement (see 
Armendix, Tables 1 & 2), This interaction dial was not confirmed 
(F=1.79; df=2/96; p< 18). Hypothesis 4 see a significant interaction 
between nessare vapueness, messase order, and time with regard to the receiver 
recall of the messare (see Appendix, Tables 3; 4, 5, § 6)s In terms of the 
e hynothesis was ‘clearly discon-. 


quality of disdereediie issues recalled, 
firmed dma, 673 3 dF=1/96; ns, 19); er _for the nunber of disagreeable 


issues recalied the’ hynothesis anproached |simnificance (F=2.963 df=1/96; 
p< £02), 


viiBion ta Findings. Several’ 


njficance, Consistent with previous lit 


thesized results achieved sip- 
ture, the high credible source - _ 
did the tow credible source. ie 
source (X=20, 82) fell between the 

= ° df= . - 
a ll p <.01) (see Appen- 


' produced etoniticantly nore agreement th 
21.75 vs. ¥=17 .05) while the unidentifie 
high and low credible source aaa 
dix, Tables 1 4 2). 

Also in leeping with previous research, simificantly nore er 
issues were recalled at time one (Ke2.05), than at time two (K+1.76) (F#16.863 ” 
df=1/96; p< 2191); and the quality of recall of disagreeable issues was signi- 


\ ficantly better at’ time one (X#5.27) than at time two (X=3,15) (F=120.48; —/ 


d£=1/96; n< 0002) (see Armendix, o 3, 4,-5, & 6). ; 
Even thoush it did not reach the established level of sipnificance, there 


was a strong tendency for a source by time interaction in.terms of receiver ‘* . 
S = ° | y ‘ 


¢ ° eS nap ie a 
oa Bs 


a * 


; 3 
is, : a. 
ee ® 
apreenent with the message (F= 2.77; “df=, 2/96; p <.6) (See Appendix, Tables 
1 2). These results indicate a’ tendency toward a "sleeper effect" since the 
influence of the hish credible source decreased a time one to time two 
N= 22.19 to X= 21:30) while the effect of the i credible source increased 


fron time'one to tine two (X= 16.28 to X= 17,87). 


Discussion 
| ‘Acreement Results. The dts clearly demonstrates that the ‘eaineleien 
. of disagreeable issues is ics more acceptable to the receiver than clearly 
stating disagreeable issues. This finding is best explained from an spfomation 


processing persnective.. Faced with the tisk of decidine how he feels about an 


incoming nessare, the receiver mist evaluate the message and other environmental 
factors th rataatden to his ‘ai catenory system and frame of reference. re a 
message is clearly at odds with this category systen, the decision for sejotion ‘hs 
is quite easy, When faced with an equivocateY messape,. however, the receiver 
is less sure of the neaning and thus assipns meanings congruent with his own v 
frame of reference so as to achieve sore derree of copnitive balance. Research 
demonstrating man's desire for comnitive balance is well established in the 
literature (Heider, 1958), as is the notion. that people will distort messages 
in an effort to fit. their existing copnitive catenories (Zimbardo, 1969; Manis, 
-1961). It seems that an equivocated message is more accentable to the receiver | 
since it allows nore flexibility in interpreting the speaker's meaning, even 
though the speaker's true feclings might not be comletely understood by the 
receiver, While the equivocated messare falls:within the receiver's latitude 
of noncormi trent or latitude’ ‘oF accentance, clearly stated disagreeable issues 
fall qn his latitude of rejection. One message is. ‘tolerated or even accepted’ | 
while the othér is enitive ed rejected. 

An analysis of the resilts for the dependent vartabite of. arreenent 


indicates that the main effects for source credibility and messare  varuness . 
.15 - 9 
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. are the nost meaningful clains that can he drawn from the data. Message varue- 


ness did not interact with any of the other indenendent variables investieated 
in-the ney study to nrocuce simnificant results. Fven though the. hynothes- | 


ized inemractlan between decree of messape vamieness, messace iad time , and . 
4 


source credibility was not si mificant, an analysis of the individual mean scores ™ 


reveals an interesting trend, Ime condition, which’ produced the least agreement 
ws the sinlibtin containine the low credible Speater, clearly diated disasree- * 
able issues, disasrec-acrec. rier, at time oe (f= 1 14,44), The createst jrount 
“yk agreement occurre? in the condition containing the high credible source, 
equivocated ‘disacreeahle issues, arree-disarrée order, at time one (% 29.55). 
Future research should explore this potential interaction relationship in more 
detail to determine if indeed it is meanineful. 

Recall Pesiits. For hoth the number of danmadbre issues recalled and 
“the quality of disarreeable issues recalled, more was recalled at. time one 

“than at time two, These findings are not surprising and summort previous 
research. With the nissare of tine and the interference of subsequent ‘information, 
the informtion processor loses the cues | for récall. The present. stutly also 
-tndicates. that the quality of recut of equivocated disapreeable issues was 
SLENAEASANTLY worse than the quality of recall. of clearly stated disagreeable 
issues, and that the sane nattern was nresent for the number of equivocated and 
clearly stated dictscable fades even thoarh the difference was not statis- 
tically different. These findings: suport the notion that equivocating dis- 
agreeable issues does not provide as meaningful a cue for retrieval as does 

a clearly stated disapreeahle issue; therefore, there is a ereater RAEN 
for equivocated tenis to he forsotten more quickly. - 

Hynothesis 4 predicted a three way interaction between messare yanuness, 


messape order, and time in ‘terns of the mur of ‘Csanreemle issues -Tecalled 


_— [ 
and the quality of disagreeable issues recalled. ‘While “© °° *: 


16 
a.” 


Pi 
the hypothesis was not confirmed, sore interesting erenis emerge from an analysis 


of the cell means which merit further consideration. The noorest recall cccurred 


‘when disarreeahle issues were emiivocated, in akmeentiaairee order, measured 


at’ ‘tine two) (Ke1.44 for nimher, recalled and X=2, “1h Foe quality of recall), | 


“The hest recall somirrae when disaoreeahi issues were clearly stated, in dise) 
grins order, measured’ at tine two (X=2, 33 for number recalléd and Ye6,2! 2 
for qualitv of recall). Fven thouch this preculation is based on nonsienificant Va 
‘ ait results, the trend poses some interesting nossibilities since they 7 
suopest that the recall of disapreeahle issues might be denendent, on pecan 
other thank, message vaoueness. These rests? suggest that clearly stated messages 
where disarreeable issues are presented first provide an easier tas for: immedi - 
“ate- recall than does an equivocated message where thes disapreeable issues are 
25 . presented Inst. “Additional Pesniren needs to be directed’ toward Clarifying 
Shon messare vamueness and order interact with time to effect she ‘arent and . : 


' _ quality of recall, 
; ry are | 


~ Relationship between Apreenent_and Recall, The fesults of this study 
indicate that receiver agreement and recall are both influenced by message 
vagueness. With aereenent the equivocation, of disagreeable issues produced 
simificantly more overall arreenent, and with recall sienificantly more for- 
; pettine occurred when the Wieapoeahite issues were emuivocated, . Agreement and _ : 
recall, however, were not equally affected by all the independent variables 
en ee in this study, Source credibility had mich more of an influence ; 
‘ “on apreement than it had on recall, This findine is not surprising since prior, 
_ Tesearch denons trates that recall is rarely imnroved or weakened due_to the Me fee eta 
credibility of the source (Sineer, 1969). tn contrast, the time variable 
. seenedto have a ereater effect on recall than on agreenent, More snecifically, ie 


the quality of recall seéned to vary more over tine than did agreement. he mo 
17 : . ia 
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These Fintines lead us to some interesting questions reeardine the rela- 


tionship hetveen, arreenent and recall, For exammle, what is the relationshin 


the affective Aryans (chieistine of feelings, attitudes, and predispositions)? 


Is one domain sunerior to the other or are they of equal irmortance : in thé 


. processing of information? ver time is agreement with a previously heard 


nessacse denendent on the recall of the content and factual information which 


nrvuced it or is future agreement denendent merely umon a recall of the pre- 


‘viously established attitude itself? That is, does the nassine of time and 


. | . 5 . ° ri s ; 
interference of suhsemient informatién inhibit the recall of a nreviously 
Sos { . 


forned attitude more than the recall of the information which was used to create 


~*~ 
the attitude? : 


“atts and McCiire ani have produced evidence to indicate that as time 


‘passes, induced eniniog chanre and recall become more: eer The present 


study tends to indicate’ sinilar phenomenon. There was very little change 
over the tvo week interval for acreement, but there was a simi fi t decline 
beti.9e7 tine me and tine two for tie recall of the disagi able ¥sues, 
There was no stoi icant "arate in agreement with the! message ty ‘time one 
(%19, 57) cormared to tine tie (K-20, 17) (Fel. 763 df=1/%63n <. "18) 3 however, 
both measures of recall demonstrated ‘simificant differences over. tine, es- 
necially the qnality of disarrecable issues measure (tine one X=5, 27 and tine 
two ¥=3.15; F=120.463 Af=1/96;-n<.0001), This tends to “indicate that the 
attitudes we hold are tot simply a fimction of ‘the information producing soa 
but that attitudes serve as a hisher ale organization mechanism which allow’ 


us to process and catecorize large anounts of information but retain only a *: 


portion of the original inmut. Instead of trying to understand and store the 


factual details of a message, our attitudes allow us immediate evaluation and 


aot hetween the copnitive domain (consistine of factual material and knowledee) and 


4 
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simple Catenorization. Our experiences are tagred as "risht-wrong, " "g00d- 


* 


‘bad, “Or Wlikedeis Liked," and the messare is processed just enough to. determine 
how we a about the tonic under consideration. As a result, our cue for re- 
cnt ‘is the attitude-we have created instead of the message Content. ‘Unlike 

the AgpOrInG, task of having to generate an organizational hierarchy of factual 
material for the murnose of suhsequent récall, attitude ‘yecall is much more . 
aieiewhicis and effort saving. Our bias is toward being aniectively. ottented: 
with comnitive material being placed i a pei position in the proces- t 
sine of information, It annears that our attitudes kind feelings serve as the _ 
Roman “Numerals” in our ont ze Sonal structure with’ factual information 

a seine merely asa subdivision atid as supporting evidench, 

| ‘This sneculation has some important imliéations for the rhetorical use’ 

- of equivocation. Tt would indicate that in tothe of eliciting a favorable 
response fron the airlience, a/sneaker should not hecone so’ preoccunied with 
explicitly disclosing his position that he overlooks the disposition. it might 
create in the receiver, If the. speaker knows that certain issues are disapree- 
able and if he feels eee the circumstances seriously limit the probability 


of successful Sciaten then ehuivocation eo, to be the hest alterna- 

_ tivo available. It-provides the SKeaker with an effective means for avoiding 
premature exnosure of his innermost feelines, it leaves the receiver with a 
"neutral to roderately favorable disposition, it minimizes the chances of re- 
‘calling thé disarreeahle issues, and it avoids negative connotations which 
nicht jeorartize -future nersuasive attempts. 

In contrast to the tenet advocated since antiquity that all issues should 
be addressed clearly, this sturdy indicated ‘that under certain circumstances 
the snenker might he wiser if he used,deliherate varueness. This research 
cars that the painneatill use of eratvotation might have considerable po-— 
tential as a rhetorical technique, pein as a stalling. stratery instead of 

"19° «a8 


w/ os : "a? 


an’ attitude chanre stratesy. More. research needs to be done’ so as to better 


understand the effects of equivocation, Future investipations mipht focus 
more on the numher of equivocated arcuments used in a message that is per- - 
_ ceived as Reine ioe to determine if, there is an optional ratio of a 
equivocated nessapes. conparel to > clear messares. Instead of looking at the 
placement of emivocated messares at the berinnine or the end of the fedaa, ' ¥ 
the nost effective, nosition night be to “hiide" the cay tented issues. in the 
middle oF the messare, More fesavehi is. also needed to better understand the © 
elationshin between copnitive and.  péfective information. aia ia ae 
‘with nore issues and information which challenged the memory capacity of the 
Suess should to esol in clarifying this relationship and the role equivo- 
“cated armments: play in the: ‘processine of this information. 
) é _ ‘ : 

This exploratory study investigated the affects of, equivocation, nee 

of anree-disacree SSUES source credibility, and time:on the dgnendent ° 


variahles of - couse apreenent and recall. One hundred and eipht (108) un- 


derevaduate stulents: were randomly assisned to conditions in a four factor 
mixed design with one heneated factor (2 “2% 3 x2: design). " Fquivocation ; 
was defined as a message which clearly addressed agreeable issues and equi- 
Jocutad: (i.e. deliberately nade vague) disagreeable issues, while a’ clear 
nessare etenriy addressed both avreeable and disapreeable ee, Order of 
apree-disarcree issues was defined as the presentation of three apreeable is- 
sues in the first part of the messape followed by three disagreeable issues, 

or vice versa, Source credibility was. sefined as high, low, or unidentified. , ney 
The time variable was defined as measurénent immediately after exposure to ! 
| ees messaré and two weeks later, — oe 8 i ae 

‘The results indicated that with rerard to attitude doreensnt there fas 


a sipitfleant main effect due to messave vapueness (with the equivocated’ 
20 
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nessave producine more agreement) and credibility (with the hich credible 
source evoking more anrgenent) . A strong tendency toward a time by source _ 
interaction was also lotected, even thourh it was not stntightcalty sipnifi- 
cant. This finding tended. to indicate a "sleener effect." For the number 
and quality of pp satmecante issues recalled, there , was a sionificant main> : 
effect for ‘ite: (with nore recall at time one). A significant main effect 

for nessare equivocation was also found for the quality of disagreeable issues 
recalled, where clearly ‘stated disarreeable issues were re€alled better than a " = 
equivocated disacreeable issues. . | e . «cee f 


: 
is 
Na - 


The results were discussed in terms of information processing .theory,,° < 


ih 


e 


focusing on the realtionship between the affective domain (agreement ana : % 7 

feelings) and the conitive domain (factual material), It was concluded that ns 
with the passape of time, attitudes and recall of the message econ autp- : 
Tonos, and that we are more likely to recall our previously forned Attitudes 

rather than thé factual information which produced the attitudes. Our cue 

for recall is the attitude we have created instead of the message content. 

This information was related to the thetorical use of equivocaticn where it 
‘was éxnlained that an equivocated message leaves the receiver with a neutral 

to mmderately ‘favorable disnosition, it minimizes the chances of recalling 

the * disagreeable issues, and it avoids nepative connotations which mipht 


jeonardize future persuasive attempts. 
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APPENDIX 
TABLE 1 
MEAN SCORES FOR AGREEMENT 
ee a he gE me: 2 
Clearly Arree- vee 
SClearly Clearly Disagree | 16,222 15.888, 
Stated _..._ Order ' 
Disagree Clearly D3 Disacree-= 
Message Clearly Agree 19, lly 19.666 

High Order 

Credible 

Source’ ; Clearly a Agree- 

Equiv. _ Equiv. Disagree 39, §55 af 333 - 
Disagree ———Order 
Message Equiv. Equiv. Lisazree- 
Clearly Agrce 23% 555. fis 333 
Ordo> 
Clearly jgrce- ; 
Clearly Clearly Disagree | 15:444°. 1844 
Stated Order . ‘ pes: . 
Disagree Clearly vigagree- * 
Low Message Clearly Agree A4bAY 15.333 
Order 
Credible > 
. Clearly Agrcee : fase 
Source © nayhiy Equiv. Disagree 18,222 18.666 
Cp napne’ Order 
Message Equiv. Ulsagree- 
Clearly Agree’ 17.000 18,823 
Order 
: Clearly Agree- 
: Clearly Clearly Disagree | 18.000 18.222 
. Stated Order 
.Disagree early Disagree- er 
' Message Clearly Agree 17.444 20.333 

Unidentified Order™ “ 

Source | Clearly Agree- ; “3 é 
Equiv, ems reine 21,888 23.666 
here ~ Equiv. Disagree-~ =| 

Clearly Agree 23.666 ls 
/ Order * . 

tmain EPfect Mean 
High Credible Source eal 21.750 
Low Credible Source 17.055: 
Unidentified Source 20.819 
Clearly Stated Disagree Message °17,407 
Equivocated Disagree lessage 22342 S 
Agree-Disagree Order 20.129 
Disagree~Agree Order 19.620 
Time One .; 19.574 
Time Two 20.175 


TABLE 2 
ANALYSIS ‘OF VARIANCE FOR AGREEWENT | 


SOURCE i DF. MS F P 


Between Subjects 11494.190 107 


A (Credivility)  ~869.750 2 444.875 | 4.983 0.009% 
B (Vagueness) : 1315.250 1 13152250 14,732 ~0.0005*# 
C (Order), ee 14.063 1 14.063 see 0.695 
AB ot  * 2ge.6g8 2 12.8 = 1,600 0.205 
AC : "3.376 226880243 0,788 
Be 3 84.313 44313 0.944 0,665 
ape NS 291.062 2 145.531 "1.630 0.200 as 
Error (Bdtveen) 8570.688 96 89,278. WF | 
Within Subjects ; 1209.462. 108 + » < Y 
_ T (Time) ‘\ dee8OF 2 19.563 1.761 | 0,184 
fig A | \\ 61.500 2 30.750: 24768 0.066 
"Bo | 16.125 1 16.125 1.452 0.229 
m °°. +S 06750 At. 0475004067 “04791 
TAB “ 2.250 2 1.125. 0.101 0.903 
TAC 3 2.876, 2 1.438 0.129 0.879 
TBC . . 04250 i. 04250. 0.022 0.876 
" paBC “39,876 «= 2s 19.938 = 1.795 04180 
Error (Within) 1066.272 96 11.107 i ‘ 
‘Total — | 12703.652 215 * \ . : 
*Sirnificant p< 0.01 
, \**Significant p< 0.0005 wa. 4 : : 
a io ty 
€<° 
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TABLE 3 


MEAN SCORES FOR THE’NUNBER OF 
DISAGREE ISSUS RECALLED 
¢ . * 


Time 1 Time 2 


Clearly Agree- f 
Clearly Clearly Disagree 2ae22 2.000 
* Stated Order 


: Disagree Clearly Disagree- 
Message Clearly Agree - 2.333 ~ 1.777, 
High | ‘ Order ; 


eredsole: Clearly ‘Agree- 


Source - : é . 
' *Equiv. Disagree 1.555 L673 
Equiv. Order : 


foie aan Equiv. Lisagree- , 
6 Clearly Agree |. 43.727 
Order a 
Clearly Azgrce-' 
Clearly Clearly DASAET ee A. 777 45 666 
Stated Order 
; Disagree Clearly Disagree- 
ius . ‘Message Clearly Agree 2, 339%, “1. 888 
» Credible : geeer 
Me eds Source * Clearly Agree- . 
ye oe Equiv Equiv. Disagree | 1.777 1 bl 
- Disagree ie POSE 
Clearly Agree 14777 LeP77 ; 
: Order : 
Clearly Agree- , 
Clearly Clearly Disagreed ee) 
, Stated Order 
“Disagree early isagree= 
Baa! Message Clearly Agree 1. 888 
a Unidentified i Order 
Source Clearly Agree- 
Equiv, ake emcee 1. 555 
7 jc Equiv. Disagree- mo, 
" Clearly BEPEE 2.000 
Order bee | 


Main Effect. 


High Credible Source , “es 
Low Credible Source © 2 “e S808 
Unidentified Source 2,000 
£ Clearly Stated Disagree Récaes ., . me0a7 
Se ' _ Equivocated Disagree Message’ - ~' 1.768 
a ae Agree-Disagree Order. ~~ 1.796 as 
\ Disagree-Agree Order ~ 2.009 © 
we \ Time One | = 2.046 
ie Time, Two 1.759 
: : ‘ei. . , ; "a ere 
‘ ral ; ; ‘ . . 
y . 25. po ms 
" \ & aa ff ones Pc 2 ss 


- 
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: - TABLE 4 


( * ‘ : 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR THE NUNBER OF 9. & 
DISAGREE ISSUES RECALLED ae 


SOURCE Yr "SS » “DF MS > ee ae 


Between Subjects . 121.418 . 107. ae ae 
A (Credibility) 1.362. 2 0.681. ost. Oe 563 
e B(Vagueness) 3. 8938. an wl: 
ee aS. es tg ue a Oa 9 ag ayhié : 
| 04232 & De116 0s 10d ae 
ee 
ic eee O6M3.*  Qst2lh [0.8 
‘ oN , Ce ba ; : . on a 
Ee Went OREO og a. Os sign" PO .UBL. 106505. 
oe forum OPP we 
vege ee Mi 
ae 714564 as a * 6.676 0. “Be 
Error (Between) 111.072 96 1.157 "tt as 


Bh is Sg ae 0.286 


Within Subjects 31.509 108, be gee gee 8 
| T (Time) os 30 4 ld ay 264859 0. Open. 

TA a De 176 2* 0.088 0.333 » 0022 A 

7B St 06416 106216 0.438" OFS Pes 
ies ay 60421 04042, 04158. Os694 ” si 
2 
2 
1 


TAB 0.008" -0.00% 0.017 0.984 
TAC 0.360. 0.180 0.684 O.5120 


TBO, BR 0.782 2.965 0.084 
> ‘PABC os (00232 200116 06439 0,654 
_ Error (within) Ms, Hh 9" "02642 A oes. 


eo ag 
2 . Sora’ >- : Bes 92? nee geo eS MS og 


. - ‘ 
t ree Pa v x . * WS 
bd . , , < . . 
; . 


‘. ae , be ae 
*Significant p< 0.001 A nae Jo 
™ es be 4 ate rend ‘ 
a i a Mies Tait ae : 
| es \26 et 
x ’ at ee 
¥ ; ee 5 oe : aR “ ‘ . w 
} 5 s pi ow 4 ‘& ; ba 
<i ffs : i SP he eg 


TABLE 5 + 


MEAN SCORES FOR THE QUALITY OF 
e DISAGREE ISSUES RECALLED 
. ' . Time 1 Time 2 
: Clearly Agree- : 
Clearly . Clearly Disagree 6.333 3,888 
Stated Order ‘ 
‘Disagree Clearly Disagree- 
"High Message Clearly Agree 6.000 32555 
Credible Order si 
- Source \Cleariy Agree- 
‘Equiv,: Equiv. Disagree 4.000 
Disagree 5 Order 7 
Message quiv. Disagree- 
) Clearly Agree 4,888 °! 
Order a 
ae Clearly Agree- . 
Clearly Clearly Disagree 56 555 3. 666 » 
a Stated Order 
7 Disagree Clearly eee 
Low ¢. Message Clearly Agree © 5 Bs 000 » 30555 
Credible ° TRETaGe ee 
Source. , early Agree- 
_. Equiv. Disagree 4.111 26 ca 
aot Order 
Beeeeea, Equiv. Disagree-_ 
. ~ . Clearly Agree 4.555 | 3eilt 
Order 
{ ; ™ Clearly Agree- , 
Dh” . Clearly Clearly Disagree 5. 555 4,000. 
ve Stated Order 
es ' « Disagree fy isagree- a, 
ant Message Clearly Agree 77 36 555: 
Unidentified 7 Order | 
a sneer OUEGE C nent neers CA SAT a doi i 
“Equiv. Equiv. Disagree--- 4555 eau 
Diedereke order d 
~ “Message Equiv. Disagree- - a ie 
: Si ee ea Agree | 4,888 | 3,000, ie. bse 
Order ‘ 
‘Main Effect _ _Mean_ 7 
High Credible Source Bee08 gs, 94 
Low Credible Source a) 3 4.083 . -. ies 
Unidentified Source | 4,333 ae 7 
a Clearly Stated Disagree Message h, 870 ‘ 
‘ Equivocated Disagree Message 3,546 a 7 
Agree-Disagree Order 4.018 . 
Disazree~Agree Order 4,398 ie ? 
Z , ™” ‘ 
a Time One 5.268 
Time Two 


3.148 
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TABLE 6 


ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR-THE QUALITY OF 
DISAGREE ISSUES RECALLED 


SOURCE | SS | DF‘ - “KS F. f 

Between Subjects. ‘- 126.147 107 73 > 
A (Credibility) 2.250 -2 16125 0.107 0.899 
B (Wasuences): 94.671 1 946671 8.974 - O,004* .— 
c (order) 7.782 174782. 94738 04603 
AB "0.620- 2 0.310 . 0.030 0.972 °. 

AC - O45. s 2 04227. 0.021 ° 06979: 
BC 5.042 “ 1° 5,042 06478 0.502 2s. 
ABC 2.528 2 | 14264 0.120 0.887 - 4 

Error (Between)  1012.800 96 10.550 | : - 

" Within Subjects 447 ,4ok 108 | . 

'p (Time) 242.782 - 1 242.782 ' 120.483 0.00018 
TA 0,842. 2 Oat 042090814 - 
TB . 2449 1 ae 14215 04272. 
a 0 eopemeten gee kT a oadoske 
TAB "0,062 2 -) 0,031 0.015 0,986 / : 
TAC 1.232 ~ ty. - 0.616 06306 06742 
TBC “3637523375. 16675 04196 : 
TABC . 2.530 2, 14265 0.628 0, <_ 

Error (Within) _ 193.440 96. 2.015 - 


Total , 


1573.644-. 215 
*Simificant p<0.01 
**Significant p<0.0001 = 
* 28 
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